

















BOONSBORO MAYOR AND COUNCIL

21 NORTH MAIN STREET
BOONSBORO, MARYLAND 21713
301-432-5141 301-432-4050 (f)

wnp. town. boonsboro.md.ur

HOWARD W. LONG
MAYOR

March 20, 2017

Mr. Raymond P. Bahr

Maryland Department of the Environment
Water Management Administration

1800 Washington Blvd., Ste. 440
Baltimore, Maryland 21230-1708

RE: Boonshoro Phase Il MS4 Permit
Dear Mr. Bahr:

We have reviewed the draft National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) General Permit for
Discharges from Small Municipal Separate Storm Sewer Systems (MS4); specifically for administration
and potential implementation in the Town of Boonshoro. After review, we offer the following comments
for consideration:

o The Town of Boonsboro upgraded its wastewater treatment plant to a bio-enhanced nutrient
system to comply with enhanced regulations. In order to comply with the additional regulations,
the Town encumbered $8 million dollars of debt. As you may be aware, the population of the
Boonshoro is little over 3300 people, with 25% of its residents over the age of 65. The Town of
Boonsboro is currently experiencing a financial hardship due to the debt and with the addition
of additional regulations to administer and encumber, the Town of Boonshoro will continue to
experience this hardship.

e While the permit is based upon the US census’s definition of an urbanized area, the actual
makeup of the Town of Boonsboro is not consistent with this definition. The Town of Boonshoro
Municipal Area encompasses approximately 1900 acres with 214 acres being impervious — 45
acres untreated, 127 acres with partial treatment, and 42 acres treated. The Impervious
percentage is 11.4% and when taking out the treated impervious, the impervious percentage is
9.2%. This is less than 10% impervious and well below the normal criteria for an “Urbanized
area”. In addition, based on the criteria to request a waiver, the Town respectfully requests
consideration of a waiver if assessments and modeling of the two unnamed tributaries draining
most of the Boonsboro area show no Town related watershed stressors or substantial
contribution to the TMDL loadings where they exit the area near Monroe rd.

e The Town has placed 10 plus acres in permanent easement around the tributaries draining the
impervious area (~8000 If drainage streams affected). The Town has done reforesting, removed
livestock, done stream bank restoration, and allowed the riparian buffer surrounding the
drainage streams to recover to a natural state. As these linear features do provide water quality
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treatment by bio-remediation and assimilation, following sediment trapping, the Town requests
this be credited toward the required 20% of impervious area required to be treated.

e The Town of Boonshoro strongly encourages a Nutrient Trading program, as briefly addressed in
the draft permit, and requests consideration to be entered into the program immediately.
The Maryland State Highway Administration (SHA) owns and operates 45 acres of right-of-way
for MD-68, US alt-40, MD 66, and MD 67 within the municipal boundaries of Boonsboro and
approximately 36 acres of this is untreated. Portions of the Boonshoro storm drain network and
impervious area drain to the MD SHA storm drain system. The MD SHA storm drain networks
primary discharge to the Town’s Park lands and stream area. The Town of Boonsboro requests
consideration to assign the MD SHA responsibility to treat this impervious acreage as well as
credit the Town of Boonshoro for any treatment of this area and to have MD SHA responsible
for the mapping, screening and record keeping of the drainage systems and outfalls owned and
operated by MD SHA. The Town also requests MDE aid in facilitating mutually beneficial,
cooperative SWM quality control projects between the MD SHA and the Town, where joint
impervious areas contribute to the MD SHA drainage system, and where either of the parties
have areas available to intercept and treat the water quality volume.

Thank you for your consideration of the above. Please contact Megan Clark, Town Manager at
town.manager@myactv.net or 301-432-5141 to schedule an opportunity to meet to further discuss the
above.

Sincerely,

/

4 ' 4 a__ o’ 24 1

Hdward W. Long, Mayor
Town of Boonshoro















































https://chesapeake.usgs.gov/phase6/map/#map=7/-8717186.82/4719944.76/0.0/0,4,8






























































































































https://www.epa.gov/npdes/urbanized-area-maps-npdes-ms4-phase-ii-stormwater-permits
https://www.epa.gov/npdes/urbanized-area-maps-npdes-ms4-phase-ii-stormwater-permits
https://www.epa.gov/npdes/urbanized-area-maps-npdes-ms4-phase-ii-stormwater-permits





























































































http://www.mde.maryland.gov/
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http://www.ccgov.org/home/showdocument?id=2630
http://www.ccgov.org/home/showdocument?id=16871
https://www.epa.gov/npdes/stormwater-phase-ii-final-rule-fact-sheet-series
http://www.ccgov.org/home/showdocument?id=286
http://www.mde.state.md.us/programs/Water/StormwaterManagementProgram/SedimentandStormwaterHome/Documents/Harford%20County%20FAP%20and%20WPRP%20Annual%20Report.pdf
http://www.mde.state.md.us/programs/Water/StormwaterManagementProgram/SedimentandStormwaterHome/Documents/Harford%20County%20FAP%20and%20WPRP%20Annual%20Report.pdf
http://www.mde.state.md.us/programs/Water/StormwaterManagementProgram/SedimentandStormwaterHome/Documents/Harford%20County%20FAP%20and%20WPRP%20Annual%20Report.pdf
http://www.mde.state.md.us/programs/Water/TMDL/TMDLImplementation/Documents/King_Hagan_Stormwater%20Cost%20Report%20to%20MDE_Final%20Draft_12Oct2011.pdf
http://www.mde.state.md.us/programs/Water/TMDL/TMDLImplementation/Documents/King_Hagan_Stormwater%20Cost%20Report%20to%20MDE_Final%20Draft_12Oct2011.pdf
http://www.mde.state.md.us/programs/Water/TMDL/TMDLImplementation/Documents/King_Hagan_Stormwater%20Cost%20Report%20to%20MDE_Final%20Draft_12Oct2011.pdf
http://mde.maryland.gov/programs/Water/StormwaterManagementProgram/Documents/Harford%20Fact%20Sheet%20June2014.pdf
http://mde.maryland.gov/programs/Water/StormwaterManagementProgram/Documents/Harford%20Fact%20Sheet%20June2014.pdf
http://www.mde.state.md.us/programs/Water/StormwaterManagementProgram/Pages/NPDES_MS4_New.aspx
http://www.mde.state.md.us/programs/Water/StormwaterManagementProgram/Pages/NPDES_MS4_New.aspx



http://www.mde.state.md.us/programs/Water/StormwaterManagementProgram/Documents/Harford%20Permit-Signed-with%20Attachments.pdf
http://www.mde.state.md.us/programs/Water/StormwaterManagementProgram/Documents/Harford%20Permit-Signed-with%20Attachments.pdf
http://www.mde.state.md.us/programs/Water/StormwaterManagementProgram/Documents/Harford%20Basis%20for%20Final%20Determination%20with%20Attachments.pdf
http://www.mde.state.md.us/programs/Water/StormwaterManagementProgram/Documents/Harford%20Basis%20for%20Final%20Determination%20with%20Attachments.pdf
http://www.mde.state.md.us/programs/Water/StormwaterManagementProgram/Documents/Harford%20Basis%20for%20Final%20Determination%20with%20Attachments.pdf
http://www.mde.state.md.us/programs/Water/StormwaterManagementProgram/Documents/Harford%20County%20Comments/EPA-Signed%20Supplemental%20Comments%20Harford%20County%209.23.14.pdf
http://www.mde.state.md.us/programs/Water/StormwaterManagementProgram/Documents/Harford%20County%20Comments/EPA-Signed%20Supplemental%20Comments%20Harford%20County%209.23.14.pdf
http://www.mde.state.md.us/programs/Water/StormwaterManagementProgram/Documents/Harford%20County%20Comments/EPA-Signed%20Supplemental%20Comments%20Harford%20County%209.23.14.pdf
http://www.mde.state.md.us/programs/Water/StormwaterManagementProgram/Documents/Harford%20County%20Comments/EPA-Signed%20Supplemental%20Comments%20Harford%20County%209.23.14.pdf
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	Table 1. Estimated Local Government Allocations for Stormwater BMPs
	NOTES:
	1 Represents total FY10 BRF revenue generated by county geography minus portion allocated by statute to cover crop implementation.
	2 Estimates are based on, 1) BRF revenue increases as per Increase BRF Revenue Recommendation and 2) FY10 BRF revenue distribution by county geography.
	3 Estimate is based on stormwater BMP funding goal of $1.64 B (Phase 1 and Phase 2 MS4 retrofits on 262,000 acres at a state-share cost of $6,250/acre).


	Notes to accompany the Final Costs Table C_30Mar2012.pdf
	Table C1: Cost Estimations for Maryland’s Interim and Final Target Strategies for Urban Stormwater and Septic Systems 
	Explanatory notes to accompany Table C.1
	1. The column labeled “2010 – 2017” represents the incremental level of implementation in acres needed beyond 2010 progress to meet the 2017 interim target.  The column labeled 2010 – 2025 represents the incremental level of implementation in acres required beyond 2010 progress to meet the 2025 final target.  
	2. Estimated 2025 costs are cumulative and include 2017 costs, with the exception of annual practices, where annual practices are denoted in the "units" column as acres/year. 
	3. Where an annual practice was encountered, cost was derived by taking (acres)*(practice cost/acre)* # years.  2017-2010 = 7 years. 2025-2010 = 15 years.
	4. Some of the cells in table C.1 show negative numbers, indicated by paraentheses.  Negative results are because the practices were converted to a different BMP and the acres were subtracted.  This could be a result of the choice to use a more efficient BMP in order to optimize reaching the 2017 or 2025 targets. 
	5. Stream restoration costs were based on $285/foot of urban stream restored.  The source of this estimate is Estimation and Analysis of Expenses of Design-Bid-Build Projects for Stream Mitigation in North Carolina, Templeton, Scott R., et. al., Clemson University, Department of Applied Economics and Statistics, Research Report RR 08-01, January 2008.
	6. Shoreline erosion control costs were based on the average of structural and non-structural cost estimates per foot, which are $350/ft and $125/ft respectively in 2000 dollars. The average, $237/ft, was adjusted to 2010 dollars, assuming 3% inflation, for a final estimate of $310/ft. The source of the unit cost estimates is the State of Maryland Shoreline Erosion Task Force Final Report, Maryland Department of Natural Resources, January 2000.
	7. Septic Pumping Assumptions: 1) $500 per pump out; 2) Two pump outs required between 2010 and 2017; 3) a third pump out done between 2017 and 2025
	8. The unit “acre” for urban practices means urban developed land (including impervious & pervious cover) 
	9. The estimated average stormwater cost of $12,500 has been applied to most practices that are common restoration BMPs, with the exception of several practices where a simple calculation did not readily apply:
	a. Practices that were not costed out include street sweeping and shoreline erosion control, and erosion control on extractive because there was insufficient reliable data to support a single average cost.  
	b. Additionally, some practices such as erosion and sediment control and abandoned mine reclamation were not costed out because these practices are not within the group of traditional stormwater restoration BMPs  
	c. For urban nutrient management, the cost was estimated by using a flat per acre cost of approximately $3.50 This cost was derived from an average annual cost of about $1.5 million/year that would address approximately 400,000 acres/year with the understanding that not every acre would require management each year. (MDA source of unit cost).






